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/’/ | \ | . .. 1

‘ Introduction

.// Social relationships all have their ups;an@ downsﬂ,-
/ ’ .
Conflict within relationships can in fact be a healthy
rocess, strengthening the bond between social partners

'/(Rubin, 1980) and teaching important social skills such -

// as-communiéation énd cqmpromiseh(Asher,lkenshaw, & §ymel,
1982). Relatid;shipé with peers constithte\a central
// .glement in childrén's social lives (Hartup, 1983), and
// most children are able to cope successfully with the:
/* préﬁlgms that inevitably arise within these relgtionships.5
/ Friends ﬁay quarrel, but in most cases their diqagreeﬁents.
; " are resolved and forgotten. - Even when children's |
// - | friéndships do end, however, new relatioaships usuaily
soon begin. Thus, despite occasional setbacké, the'
majofityqof chiidren find their peer relationships to
’/ _'be an endﬁring'source of both saﬁisfaction (e.g.,'Asher.
Hymel, & Renshaw, 1984) and secu:;ty (e.g., Schwirtz,
1972). |
At the same time, there are a number oi.children
for whom peer relations spell only persistent trouble.
Researchers have- found that about 5 to lQS of elementary
school children are unable to acquire and maintain
friendships with other mémbers of their classes (Asher

& Renghaw, 1981). These children who lack friends should

M Y



Problems in Peer Relation

b

be of critical concern to parents and teachers alike.

The chlldren clearly miss out on many of the gond times
that close friends and assoc1ates are able to share,
Perhaps more lmpqgtantly, they also miss out on cruqiai
soéiai learnings (Combs & Slaby, 1977). Indeed, children

who experience serious problems with peer relationships

- are likely to develop additional adjustment problems

in later life, inCludihg,acedemic and behavioral pfqblems
during adolescence (e.g.}.Roff, Sells, & Goldeh; 1972)
and mental health problems‘during adulthood.(e.g., Cowen;'
Pederson, Bazbigian, Izzo, & Trost, 1973).

This chapter exaﬁines recent advances in knowledge
about children with peer felationship:probiems. TQo- |
specific developments are dascribed: (1) en emerging

recogaition of the differences that exlst between socially

‘reJected versus neglected children; and (2) a growing

appreciation for children's perspectlves on thelr own
social 51tuathns. It has only been within the past
few‘yeers that researchers have conducted'sfstemetic
séudies to explore either of these issues,

~ The chapter is divided into four parts. The first

. section focuses on sociometric methods for identifying

low-status children who may be experiencing difficulties

in peer relations. The second section describesxfindings

T m . oy
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from recent studies on the behavioral correlates of
children's peer status. In both the first and second
sections, evidence is presented to support the distinction
between rejected and neglected children. The third ®
section of the chepte; surveys new information on the
link between peer status end'children's subjective sense
of well-being. This information documents the importae;e
of looking beyona ob§ervable;a§bects of children's social | -

problEms to consider the perceptions and feelings of

% the children themselves. The chapter then ends with

a discussion of techniques that have been found to be
effective for helping children overcome problems in
their peer relations. -

Sociometric Assessment of Peer
o ’ : . Relationship Problems

o _'SOCiometric methedology.has been used widely to - "
study children's peer relations (for reviews, see Asher

& Hymel, 1981; Hymei, 1983a). By providing information

about the relative status of peer group members, sociometric
methods have enabled researchers to identify children

who are having difficulties in establishiﬁg'relationships

with peers. Such low-status children are considered

to be secially, and psychologicaily at risk, so their

c¢lear-cut identification is critical fAsher & Hymel,

1981; Putallaz & Gottman, 1982).
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The most commonly used sociometric method has been

the peer nomination method. Within this approach, positive

v

nomiqationsc(e.g.,;"Whichiclassmates do you like the

most?") meaHure how much children are liked by their
. ' . . ) | .

peers, while negative nominations (e.gq., "Which'classmates

disliked or rejeeted. Most studies of children's peer
relations have been limited to the use ef positive nomination
measures. Children's social status has thus been typically
defined in terms of how much the children are. liked,

or how popular they are among thein“peers (Asher & Hymel,
1981:'Ashet & Renshaw, 1981; Gronlund, 19%5).

Although'reseafchers have typically relied upon

- positive nominations to determine soc1a1 status, it

. was acknowleaged long ago that this practice actually

confounds two distinct types of low-status children:

- those who are re:ected and those’ who are eglttted (see

Northway, 1944; Thompson & Powell, 1951). Rejecteo

children are not liked and are actively disliked by

'peefs: neglected children are simply not -noticed, or

overlooked (Asher & Hymel, 1981). Traditionally, both
rejected and degleeted‘children have been classified

under the single label of the unpopular child (Meichenbaum,
| y )

LY
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Evidence ﬁo‘support thé distipction bEtween rejeoted
and neglected statuo has accumolated over the years,
coming first from clinical'obéervationé-(Bronfenbrenner,,
1944 Northway, 1944, 1946) ‘and latar from more. objectlve

. @
analySLS of sociometric data. -Emplrlcal comparisons

Q

of children's bositive_and negative sociometric nomination
soofeslhave shGanéhe scores to"oe_oniy slightly negatiYely
related (Gottmanf 1977;.Moore'& Updégraff, 1964; Roff

et aI;, 1972), if related at all (Goldman, Corsini,

& deUrioste,‘l980; Hartﬁp, Glazef. & Charlesworth, 1967).
This suggests that negative soc10metr1c nomlnatzons

do coglrlbute unique 1nfofmatlon about chlldren s soolol

status which cannot be obtalned through positive nomlnatlons

L

alone (Moore & Updegraff, 1964). Specifically, negative
nominations prov1de“a methodology for subciassifying? «
low-status children into ghose who are rejected and

those who are neglectod.

Researchers now tend to agree that the rejected-
neglected distinction is essential to the precise dolingation
of children's social status categories. An interest
in sorting out the unique problems of rejected versus’

5
hegﬂected children has ‘herefore been a guiding force
behind recent investigations inﬁo children's peer -
.reiationship pfoblems.- Underlying such interest is

a desire to enhance our ability to intervene in ways

. 0
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that meet the children°s individual needs. Even4more‘
* basic is a desire to determine whether rejected and ¢
. neglected children each require intervention. While ‘
. it is true that both types of low-status ohx]dren fail

< to establlsh close relationships with classroom peers,

it is not clear whether the two groups are equally at

risk because of this fact. Research bearlng-on these

_'1ssues is dlsoussed in subsequent sections of the chapteri
Before proceeding,.though, a final-comment is'in

order. There is as yet little.empirical5documentation . oo

of the effects that sociometric testing'has on children

and their social interactions. wlthout thlsqknowledge,

manyoresearchers and pract tloners remain skeptical

about using sociometric procedures. 1In the only reseatch

available; Hayvren'and HyneJ (1984) found that preschool

'J

children d1d not change the1r behaV1or toward exther

“3

liked or dlSllked peers as a result of soclometrlc 1nterv1ews,
'1nc1ud1ng the admlnlstratlon of negative nominaticn g |
measures._ The children did not, in fact, discuss their
‘ negative:sociometric_choites at all when t;ey returned
to the classroom playgroup. These are encouraging findings
which support claims that the benefits of sociometric
assessment outweigh the risks (see Asher, 1983; Moore,

1967). Nonetheless, more research is needed if we are
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to fully understand-the_cohsequences of sociometric N
testing for both preéchool and sdhool-age children;
AAparticuiarly imbbrtant résearbh direction would be
jthe compara‘iif study of the effects of individual versus
group adminiétratibn.procedures., Althbuéh group procedures
-are often‘used, it seems likel& that any potential'negative
effects of sociometric measures would be strongest when
" children respond in a ‘group seﬁting. Furthermore, as
Hayvren and Hymel (1984) noted, itayill also Eg important
‘to éxamine the impact that-sbciomet:ic testing has on
children's self-perceptions and their affectivelstates.

.. The Behavioral Correlates of
" Peer Relgtionship Problems

Sociometric measures are useful for the identification
of childreh wh? are-héving_difficulties in peer relations.
Sociometric'measuré; provide no information, howevet,

‘to aid in identifying the origin ofiqhild;éh‘s social | ’
proﬁlems, or in detecting the factors thét‘currently‘

maintain the proﬁlems.(Putallaz & Gottman, 1982). This

requires more extensive investigation.

Although several explanations h&ave been advénced
to account for low §ocial-stagus; a behavioral perspeétive
has predominated (Asher &.Hymel,°1981; Putallaz.& Gottman,
1981, 1982; Renshaw & Asher, 1982). The social-skill -

deficit model proposed by Asher and his colleagues (Asher
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& Renshaw, '1981) describes this perspective. in its most.
fully artieulated ferm. Accordlng to the model, individual
sklllfulness is the crucial determlnant of children's-
peér status.  More specifically, it is hypothe51zed

that low-status children - are prevented from eiiabllshlng ‘f
effectlve peer relatlonshlps due - to the1r own lack of
social skills (Asher:& Renshaw, 1981). The primary
goal of research based on the social-skill model is
the ident{ficetien pof skills that differentiate low- |
 status children from children who are'relatigely‘more
._successful'in their peer reletions. Ah underlying aesumptioh“
is that once the critical skills are identified, a _ :
"correctlonal prociss" (Putallaz & Gottman, 1982, p. 2)
can be lmplemented to help the low-status children.

The lxterature on the soc1al-sklll-correlates of
sociometric_status has'focuse? primarily on children's

overt behavioral styles {(Asher & Renshaw, 1981). Since

the 19305, researchers°ha9e repeatedly attempted to

characterize the behaviors of low- versus high-status
children (for reviews, see Asher & Hymel, 1981; Asher;
Oden, & Gottman, 1977; Asher et al., 1982). In general,
low-status children have been found to exhibit  less
positive and less effective styles of'eocia; interaction

than their higher-status peers. Until recently, however,

Y
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few studies had been designedito assess behavioral . S b

diffetences oetweenﬁthe two tjpes of low-status children. -
As indicated, researchers have begun £0 recognize K

'tne necefsity‘of dif{ferentiating between rejected and

negleoted status{‘ Accordlngly, they have applied the

rejected-neglected dlstlnctlon in new studles on the

behavxoral styles of low-status chlldren (Carlson, Lahey,

& Neeper, 1984; Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982: Coie

& Kupersmldt, 1983; Dodge, 198?- Dodge, Coxe, &Oéfakke,

‘1982,~F:ench & Waas, 1985; Green, Vosk, Forehand, &

Beck, 1981)? fhe results of these studies afe‘reviewedf

next. In each of the studies undet review)-status groupings

have been accomplished through the combined use of pOSltl;;

and negatlve nomination socxometrlc measures.

Peer a.ad Teacher Assessments of
Low-5tatus Children

© Researchers have used a1 variety of behavior 1l

assessment t:chniques to study the interaction styles
of rejected and neglected childrenp. A number of studies

have involved the use of peer ana .eaches assessments°
Other studles have been based on more dlrect observatlonal
. L —
3 ‘methods ‘> :!‘\_ . ) . ~—
[ . s
Gronlund and Anderso§ (1957) exemplified the use
of peer assessments in their comparison of socially

'gejected, negiected, and accepted junior high school
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'students. -This represent; one of the first studies |
'to focus separateiy on the}charactcristics of rejected
. versus negiected childrena In the study, students nomlnated |
peers who best flt a variety of personal characterlstlcs.
The ﬂean scores for each status group were then compared
across the llst of characterlstlcs. Rejected students
recelved the most nomlnatlons for belng restless, talkatlve,‘
and not llkable, while neglected students recelved
pomlnatlons only for be;ng quiet. Accented chlldren
were nominated the mest for being cheerful, friendly,
and llkable. B
In updates of the Gronlund and Anderson (1957)~
study, researcﬁers (Carlson et al., 1984; Coie et al., -
1982) have examined the ways in which elementacy school )
childten view classmates who fit tne extreme types of
- "sosial status. ‘Coie, bodge, and Coppotelli (1982) L
1 'assessed these peer perceptlons in terms of slx specxflc

aspects of social behavior: cooperates, leads, acts
) shy, dlsrupts, flgbts, and seeks, help.' Findings indic ted '
"that rejected children scored hxgh on dlsrupts, flghts,
iy and seeks help, while popular children scored high on
coogerates and leads. Neglected children ecieved hlgh
ratlngs only for the category of acts shy. FollOW1ng
these earlier results, Carlson, Lahey, and Neeper (1984)

also found that rejected elementary school children

v
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were perceived by their peers to behave in a distinctly

more negative manner than either neglected or accepted

children. Carlson et al. (1984) did not, however, find

significantvdiffe:ences in peer-assesspents of neglecteé

. _ .k ‘ R
versus accepted children. The behavior patterns of

[+)

. thgze groups were both described in pgedominantly prosocial

terms.
Taken together,”the results of these studies provide
evidence that the two types of low-status children are

indeed perceived differently'by their claésmates.: Peers

3

perceive rejected chilliren as being antagonistic and
Neglected childreneabpafently do not have
quite as distinct a reputation among peers, but, if
anything, tend to be perceiQed as qhiet and sh&. The
results Qf.two additional studies ‘(French &EWaas, 1985;
Green et.al.(‘1981)‘suggesg that similar views are also
held by the children's c¢lassroom teachers. o
Green, Vosk, forehand, and Beck (1981) compared
groups of rejectéa, neglected, and accepted thxrd-graders
Althougn
differences between neglected ch;ldren and the other
two groups were not clear-cut; rejecteélchildren received
siénificantiy higﬁer ratihqs'éhan accepted children ”

on two dimensions of behavior. Rejected children scored
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higher on overall hyreractivity, which -included the
ESpecific items of restless, excitable, disturbs, and
demandéatgacher attention. They also scofé& higher

oh inatteﬁtive-passive, which assessed their lack of b
coucentratién and tendency to daydream. .

These results wefe paralleled in more racent research

by French and Waas k1985). In the study, teachers rated i

" socially réjected second- and-fifth-gradeichildren as
having &igespregd behavior problems. The set of'prdhlémsl'r
attributéd to rejectéd children inélpded ad%ression,
hostile.isolation; task avoidance, and manifest anxiefy. |
Not sqrprisingly, the teachers' reports were less revealing
with regard to the behavioral profiles of neglected
children.‘ Neélectéd children were reported to have
significantly more overall school behavior problems

than popular children, but were not-described as exhibiting
any of the overt kiﬂds of problems that yére attributed-

to rejected children. -This pattern of findings thus

fits with those.qbtained from the othef'studié% of peer

and teacher péfceptions. Among their claésmaéésaand_
teachers, rejected children tend to come across as hosﬁile
and disruptive. Neglécted vhildren, by contrast,ltend

to leave little clear-cut impression at all.

L
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Direct Obseryations of
Low=-Status ildren

Peer an& teacher essessments have provided valuable
1ns;ghts into the classroom rep itation of rejected and
_neglected chlldren. But, from what speclflc behavxor
'patterns do the,dhlldren s reputations stem? Furthermore,
do‘the reputations even reflect an accurate.image of"
the child;en's actual interaction styles? It is by
addressing queStions like these that direct obeer§etional
methods have ﬁﬂié an integral contribution to research
on the-behavioral correlates of children'e peer status;
’ Coie, bodge; and;their?colleagues (Coie & .Kupersmidt, -
1983; Dobgeg 1983; Dodge et al., 1982) haye eondﬁctea
an active program ef research based on direct observations
of childreh-in:both naturalistic and analogue seﬁtipgs.
Their;work has focused on the precise delineation of |
the types of status that children ma& hold withinltheirl
peer groups (e.g., rejected versus neglected). .It has
also been characterized by a,focus onvrelatively specific\
_patterns of social behavior. The findings that have é
been reported to ddte document the utility of the approach.

In the first of the studies, Dodge et al. (1982)
examined children's interactions across two seﬁarate
aspects of the.school environment: in the classroom

’

- during independent work period, and 6n the playground
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dufingbrécess. Subjects included~third- and fifth-grade

children»who Were:classified into rejected,'neglected,
pop&lar, and éverage status gfoups. |

o Analysis of the observatlonal data 1nd1cated that
the rejected children exhlbited 31gn1flcantly more
aggressxon than any of the other ch1ldren. Thlsswas
coupled with a tendency to enjage in context-inappropriaﬁe
behavibf. For'example, the rejected children were |
frequently off-taék dﬁ:iné the classroom work period, A
_daydreaming, wandering, or attéﬁpﬁing;to‘initiate'éontact | ¥
with pgers.,~They} in fact, made coﬁpagatively more | ' .Vf
“sgcial approaches dhring‘the classroom work periéd than | /-
did any of the other children under study, Given such . |
disruptive beh;Qior, it is not su:p:ising.that the rejected
children were rebuffed by peers éiénificantiy more often
than were popular or average children. Nor is it surprlslhg
_f’ that they spent significantly more time 1nteract1ng /
with teachers (e.q., recexv;ng dlrectxons, being repr1man7éd,
or asking for help). - . /
: Dodge et al. (1982) also attempted to characterize /

the behavior patterus of nedlected children. fhe profi#e )
that emerged from'the;r results was one of low social /

visibility. Of all the children under study, the neglected

children remained on task tbe most and approached peqrs
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. the least“during the independent work period.,ﬁTheir |

"apparent'reluctance to initiate peet interactioo;alsoh

‘ carried over into recess, even though this was the time

when lnteractlon among. most class members was at 1ts5;

: hlgnest. When the neglected chlldren d1d lnltlate contact

with pee;s, they were more likely to be rebuffed than

were, either popula: or average cyildreo. Thisdproved

to be one of the only points of similarity between the

neglected and rejected groups.\

Based on their flndlngs, ngge et al. (1982) speculated
_that peer-directed aggression and deviant soclal approach -
patterns may be lmportant varzables 1n the explanatlon
of reJected and neglected status. Rejected children
acted aggressxvely ‘toward their perrs. Furthermore, \J/
when they made prosocial'approaches>\their tiﬁing was
poor and they came across as being distuptive, Neglected
children{ on the other hand, were‘neither agoressive 0
nor disruptive. Instead, they made too few social approaches
to be able to integra-te successfully into ongoing peer |
interactions,

The lnvestigators (Dodge et al., 1282) warned that
support for these speculations came from observations

0 | :
of children who had already acquired their status as

rejected-or neglected. , As others (e.g., Moore, 1967;

)

18
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Renshaw & Asher, 1982) have also advised, a fundamental
question concerning causality- therefore remaxned Dld

'the observed behavxors_caqee the chlld{en's low social
status, .or were the 5ehaviors a consequence Ofv;OW.SOCial
status? | |

The question of caueality provided’the impeﬁua\

for two subsequent studies (que‘e Kupersmidt, 1983; -
Dodge, 1983). ~Dodge (1983) responded Sy designing a T
short-term'longitudinai study to examine the deQelopmen: N
‘of social status over time. Six'playgrbups were ford‘y'y~
for the study. Each group was made up of elght 7-year-
. old boys.who had beeh preV1ously unacqualnted with one
another. The groups met for elght play sesszons, durlng
Wthh time the children's -interactions were observed
5001ometr1n 1nformat10n_was then obtaxned at the end
of the last play session.

| Dodge found that the boys' behaviors significantly '
predicted the social status that they came to acquire.
Boys who became rejeeted:directed significantly more
verbal abuse ené physical'aggression toward their peers
than did boys of aVeéage etagus. This pettern of
aggressive behavior Pegan with the first piay session.
In contrast,‘boys,who became neglecieﬂ refrained from

-aggressive behavior, ahd engaged in eignifiéantly more

1
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solitary play tnan boys of average status. The neglected . T
'boys also maoe fewer social_approaches than aferage, .
“but this tendency did not appear_pntil the later play

sessions. = | ~ o

Results of the Dodge (1983) study support a mixed o
- set of conclusions with regard to the question of cansality.
A pattern of peer-directed aggreSSion was implicated |
as a possible cause of reJected status. Boys who became
- rejected behaved antisocially beginning with their first
encounter in the neQ~peer group. On the other hand,
a pattern of infrequent social approach behavzor appeared
to result more as a consequence of low soc1a1 .status.
Boys who became neglected socially approachedgpeers |
with a high frequency during early play sessions. The
lon'rates of social approach behaVior which have been
preViously<observed~among neglected children (Dodge
et al., 1982) did not emerge until laterﬁsessions.‘
fo’that time, statds distinctions within the éroups —~
‘had become clearlyaestablished.. - | |
Like Dodge (1983), Coie and‘Kupersmidt’(1983) obserredc
the behaviors of children.wno_had been placed in'groupshﬂ
of previously unfamiliar peers. They_conpared these |

behaviors to the behaviors of children/interacting in

groups of familiar peers. The purpose was to identify




Problems in Peer Relations

S0 18

/
.,

patterns of behavior that are related to the emergeqée
. S

i

versus thé maintenance of low social status. /
_ Coie aﬁd Kupersmidt créated 10 playgroups of/fourth-
grade boys on the basis of the boys' classroom S?Eial
Status; They placed four boys in each group.,zﬁf the
four, one was a’ re;ectea Chlld, one was neglected, one
‘was popylar, and one was avérage in-stgtus.',give of
ﬁhe groups were comp65ed of boys who came f om.different
~schools and who thus did not know one anéghe} (unfamiliar
groups). In each of the other five Q;pup', the b;ys

came from theésame‘classroom and were all familiar with

~one another (f;miliar groups). The groups met.once
a week for 6 weeks.. |
Coie and Kupersmidt found that he'boys"classroomb
status séqres were'significantlx r7ﬁated°to their final
pléygroup status séores.,-Classro m status positions
.thus tended to be reestablished in the hew social
sityations. Rejected boys conf%fmed most fully to their
stereotypic social patterns. /Théy were highly interactive
and talkative whether they were playlnq with familiar .
or unfamlllar peers, - Furthérmore, ‘they exhibited
significantly more antlsocial behavior than any other

boys. Thls latter flndlng reinforces earlier speculatxons

(Dodqe 1983; Dodge et al., 1982) that a pattern of peer-

/
/
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directed- aggressmon may contribute to both the emergence
and the malntenance of rejected status.

Whereas che behavior of rejected boys was similar
across familiar and unfamiliar groups, neglected ooys »
idlsplayed somewhat dlfferent patterns of behavior among

.famllxar versus unfamlltar peers. - Among famlller peers,:

/ neglected boys were the least interactive of all the
. status types. Among unfamiliar peers, however, the

// neglected boys broke away from their usual socxal patterns

! to become more active and outgoing.  The presence of

’ ' familiar peers,thus seemed to have constrained the neglected

// | “ boys, and compelled them to maintain'their low~visibility
role. This finding fits with Dodge's (1983) speculation
that neglectedﬂchildren nay developltheir characteristic.
pattern of infrequent social approacnwbehavior as a
response to neoative experiences'with peers.

Overall, the findings_from these recent studies

on the behavioral correlates of‘childrenfs peer relationship
problems demonstrate important differences that exist. o
betweenvrejected and neglected chlldren. The two types
of low-status children have been found to exhibit distinct

behavioral- stylesawhlch are reflected 1n distlnctly
different classroom reputations. Rejected chlldren'

tend to irritate and to strike-out agalnst their peers. -

]

Neglected children tend to maintain a low=key social

L]
?
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they receive. Although distinct, each,of

clearly limits the children's integration
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. profile, acting in ways that minimize the

e

social system. o
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atteﬁtion

these patﬁerps ;

into the peer '

- as efforts to understand children's peer relationship

problems continue, we_willaneed'to learn more about

the behaviors that relate to rejected ,and neglected

status in girls.  Several of the ﬁajor studies in this

area (Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983; Dodge, 1983) have been

limited to all-male samples. Given that a number of

the behavioral patterns identified in those studies
*

are more characteristic of boys.in general (e.g., direct

‘ aggfésgion) [Maccoby'& Jacklin, 1974), it is not clear

whether the-findingé_may be applied to the experiences

of low-status girls.

The results of a recent study

by Ladd (1983) are suggestive in this regard, however. )
Ladd discovered that eveﬁ when low-status boys.and gir]

do not differ in the content eof their behavior, th

may nevertheless differ in style.

Whereas rej

boys may be physicélly aggressive,'fof iﬁstance, rejected

- girls may be argumentative and verballyoaggressive.

It thus seems likely that the sloration of sex-related

differences will be a productive direction for future

- sociometric research.

’ . R . .
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Along with gender differences, it will also be

important to examine developmental differences in the

patterns that characterize children s peer status.

The distinction between reJected and neglected status

has extended our understanding’of social adjustment

problems in schoolage children, but has rarely been

applied in research With preschool samples (see Goldman ‘ :

et al., 1980; Peery, 1979). It remains to be seen,

therefore, ‘whether the‘rejected-neglected schemejis

Useful for classifying the types of difficulties that

- young children experience in peer group,relations;

A more basic question left unresolved by current °

research is whether rejected and neglected children

are both at risk in terms of their interpersonal adjustment.

Rejected -children exhibit obvious social problems which

0

are likely to continue throughout later years (e.g.,

"Coie & Dodge, 1983). The problems of neg]ected children

*  would seem to be less significant, although a clear

picture of what these children. are like cannot be drawn

from the'existing data base. The "quietness" of some

: L
neglected children may reflect an inability to interact

effectively with peers. Other neglected children may

keep a low social profile simply hecause they prefer

to focus on individual rather than group pursuits.
L ]
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As Asher (1983) has noted, an'ihtensive study of neglected .
children is neeoed to gain a more detailed account of
the group'chharacteristics;
. : Flnally, we need to learn'more about how chlldren s
classroom reputatlons ara acquired and maintained.
As low-status children are labeled by peers, it may
become igﬁreaaingly difficult for the children to ovaroome
- their social problems (e g., Dodge & Frame, 1982).
What types of 1nformatxoh do children use in attachlng
labels to one ‘another? From what sources . is this,information
: obtained:—teache;s, friends, th; children‘s owh'observations?
These questions would provide“ah intriguing basis for
" future :esearch. The issoe of how teachers influence
children's judgments of one another may be pakticolarly
important to pursue (Cairns, 1983). Research-reviewed
earlier ihdicates‘that peé?’and-taacha: pa;oapticnsm
of 1ow-statua childfen.do have a strong basis in reality.
Still, tha possibility exists that teachers‘somehow
. medlate children's reputations among peers, and thus -
lnfluence the chlldren S peer status. .Evmdence‘supportihg
. tth»notlon has been obtained in studies with high school i
(Flanders & Havumaki, 1960) and mildly retarded elementary
'school students (Morrisoh, Forness, & MacMillan, 1983).<

Similar work should now be conducted with more general

samples of preschool and schoolage children. | e -

25
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. The. Cnlld's Perspective on-
" Peer ReIatlonShlp Problems

Up tothis point, the review has-revealed a growzng

4

'—dlver31f1cat .on in how researchers view chzldren S peer

) relatlonship problems.» Th;s d1versxf1catzon has not & o

been lxmzted, however, to a concern for sortrng out

the separate behavioral problems that are experlenced

by rejected versus neglected chlldren. In a parallel ,h’

and, in many ways, more strlkzng development. researchers

have also recently expanded the study of ch;ldren s

pPeer, relatlonsth problems to anlude greater con51deratzon"3

of children's perspectives .on thelr own soclal 81tuatzons.‘
Theoretically, the emerging ‘interst in the,ch;ld‘

perspective“has been inspired.by ‘the cognitiveébehavioralbg

model of adjustment disorders (Meichenbaum et al., in -

press). 'The basic premise of this model is that cognitive“

ard affective processes play a major role in determznlnq

the presence, or absence, of serious adjustment problems.{{j%

Stress is not assumed to derive from any given situation
or outcome’per se (e;g., social rejection). Instead, 4
it is aggumedjto be a function of how the“indivzdual
appraises the outcome. With regard to chzldren S peer .
relationship prohlefs,(then. the cognitive-behavioral

F] 4

- model implies that the child's appraisal of his or her ’
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own social situation,is of. ‘paramount concern._ In erder

to fully understand the problems that children. are |
experxencxng in peer relatlons, researchers must look .;‘

. beyond objectxve aspects of the chzldren 8. social . sxtuations
(e.g., peer status~ behavioral patterns)‘to consxder

- the perceptions andg, feelxngs of tHe children themselves
(see Asher, Hymel, & Renshaw,'1984; Hymel;_1983b).

In applying-these assumptions on the empirical
e 'level, investigators have begun by asking whether there
| is in ;act any direect conneqtlon between chlldren s
peer status and their subﬁeet1ve sense of well-belng.
Recent studies-heve been desiQned to examine the link | S
between peer status and varlous aspects of chxldren £ o
self-evaluatxons (e.qg., Hymel, 1983b; Wheeler & Ladd,

‘ 1982) Other recent studies have been conducted to e, L
compare the general effect;ve states of“low-versus hxgh-
status chzldren (e.g., Asher et al., 1984; Jacobsen,
Lahey, & Strauss, 1983). The results of these studies )

» . are reviéwed next, along with data from relevant prior -
lnvestzgatzons. ( t _ :

 In the studies under review, researchers have assessed

social status ;n a, varlety“of dlfferent ways. Only

a limited number of studies (Asher & Wheeler, 1983;

k4

' Dahlquist & Otftinger, 1983; Waas & French, 1984) have

: : [T L B . R S AL e
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incorporated a distinction between rejected and neglected a

children. ‘Cdgnit{§éf5nd affective profiles of specific
status types dhnnot_theréfore be presented to parallel
.Lﬁe'bghavicral,profileélthat were presented earlier.

. Instead, the conﬁribut}on of these studies comes iﬁ
documenting the importance of.the child'é perspective,"
thereby establishing'a new direction f&r research on
children's bee:,relationéhip problems.

Peer Status and Children's
Self-Evaluations

Self-perception of social statds. When considering

the child's perspective, it is important to know. whether
children aré eQeB aware ofltheir owﬂ status among peers.
Seve{al studies have been designed to address this question.
“ﬁﬁébgkbup of investigators have focused on children's
awareness 6f their specific status within the classroom
‘peer group (Ausubel, Schiff, & Gasser, 1952:‘Byme1,

1983b; Krantz & Burton, in press). The central issue

here haé been the coffeSpbndence between the sociometric
ratings that childrcen aétuallz received from their ciassma;es
and the ratings that the chilér%p'exgected to rgceive;

Other researcﬁers have focused on children's self- |
perceptions of their generai effectiveness in establishing
relatiorships with peers (Bukowski & Newcomb, 1983;

Garrison, Earls, & Kindlon, .1983; Hymel, 1983b; Kurdek
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. & Krlle, 1982). Tnese latter researchers have drawn
' “"“‘ " : 'upon' the“wcrk—ofﬂurter-tﬂa‘b—ﬂarter—t—!&keﬂ%;

who has deveLOped.lnstruments to assess chlldren's self-

C judgments within various life domains, including the
doma;n of peer acceptance. The items on Harter's self-
vpercelved peer acceptance scales refer to such issues
as*belng easy to llke, havxng a lot of friends, and
doing thlngs with other kldS.“.

In studies with older elementary school cnildren, '
posxtlve correlatxons have conszstently ‘been obtalned
between sociometric status and both expected sociometric
rat;ngs ang self~perceptions- of general soc1a1 effectlveness
(Ausubel et al., 1952; Bukowskx & Newcomb, 1983 Hymel,"
'1983b: Kurdek & Krile, 19€2). These results suggest
that children of age 8 and older tend to have at least
some awareness of how well they are functioning in t;e ’

v peer social system. Children who are accepted by their -
classmates tend to percexve themselves as successful
'rn»peer relat;ons. chlldren who are not accepted by
their classmates tend to lack a sense of social success.,
At the same time, the moderate magnitude of obtained
correlations suggests that‘there may "also . .be ccnsgderable

variability within status levels. Evidently not all

)
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]

have'been successful in establishing peer relationships,

_while not all low-status childrén consider themselves

o !

to have been soclally unsuccessful.

Findings 1n contrast to these have emerged from
research with children below the age of 8. For this
rge group, whloh 1noludes children in preschool through .
second grade, on}y negligible correlations have been
found between measures of childreq's se;f-perce;ved
and their octuai oeer relations (Garrison et al.;.;983;'o
Harter & Pike, 1984; ffantz & Burton, in presg). There
thus appear to be 1nterestlng developmental differences
in the extent to whzch children's" soc1a1 self-perceptlons
can be expected to be realistic. Prior to third grade, N lfl
o distortions in such self-judgments may be the' norm.
As Harter (1983; Harter & Pike, 1984) has.peinted out,
the yourg child's'egocentrism may allow the wish to >
be socially- successful to intrude upon the child's Judgment
of his or her real self. Th;s contentlon is supported
- by findings that young children do, in faot, tend to
neport.somewhat inflated ratinéofof.;heir own social

gtatus (Hartef &'Pike, 1984).

Self-perceptions of social abilities. Efforts
to explicate the child's perspective on peer relationship

problems have also included assessments of children's

30
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perceptions about their own social abilyiies. Confidence

in one's abilitills to achieve interpereénal goals is
assumed to be an important component q& social adjustment
~(Asher, 1983; Goetz & Dweck, 1980). eseerchers have,
tperefore, begun to look for.a link ﬁetween tﬁe amount
.of confidence children have'ie theif own soeial~abillties
and the problems the children enco ntef in peer relations.
Studies corducted to date have beeh'primarily limited

to ana;yses of the direct relatfzéshiﬁ betdeen'peer

status and children's perceptions about their own social

. . I
.abilities. - ' /

{ s

- The most specific 1nformauloﬂ avallable ‘has come
from recent work by Wheeler aqﬁ Ladd (1982). The focus
~of this work was’ “he develop nt of the Chzldren s Self-

Efficacy for Peer Interactiop Scale, designed to measure
elementary school children' eonfidence in their own
social persuasion ab111t1e7 In administering the scale
to samples of third- throuph fifth-grade childre, Wheeler
and Ladd':obtained relat1v¢1y 16w, but significant,
correlations between socual self-efficacy and sociometric
status.h Low-status chlldren expressed significantly

less confidence in thelf own social persuaszon abllltxes
than did their higher*egatus peers.

Addltional xnformetion about ‘¢hildren's soclal

self-confidenqe has come from studies of the causal

oo ',;
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attributions thdt children make for their own inpe;personal
.successes and failures (Ames, Ames; & Garrison. 1977; ~
- Dahlquist & Ottlnger. 1983 Goetz & Dweck, 1980 Hyme14
Frelgang, Both. Bream, & Bonys, 1983; Waas andaFrench,
- 1984). 1In these studies, children have typlcally been
asked to explain why given hypothetlcal social situatlons
would have occurred (e,g., "The girls in your»claSS'
~had a party but did not invite you. Why do you think
‘that WOuld happen?"). Their responses have ‘been characterlzed
in terms of- broad d1mensxons ;% causallty, and then
examlngd in relation to the children's gsociometric status. o
Taken together, the results have p:ovided fairlx_consistent
supbort.for a relationship between peer status and children's
tendency to make interﬁal"versus'external attribut;bns' |
for hypo;heticq1|socia1 outcomes. |
. ‘ ' - Dahlquist and Ot%inger"(1983) found, for example,
| that while popular children tended to attribute social
outcomes to internal causés,”both rejected and neglected"
children tended to attribute such outcomes to external
Eagses. Thgse results weré replicated by ﬁaas and French
¢(1§84). Data from still other studies Have documented
eveh\more specific differences in how children 6fueach
status type explain their social experiences"(Ames‘et

al., 1977; Goetz & Dweck, 1980; Hymel et al., 1983).




success. The reverse pattern has been found-among more

'lpopular children.,

-Despxte such cross-study cgnslstencles, however, the

has been low, 8o exceptions to the general pattern: can’
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In these investigations, low=status children have. been

found to accept the blame for failure in hypothetical -

social situations, but to disavow personal credit for

The overall 1mp11catlon that can be drawn from
the results of the attrlbutlon studies is that low-status
children tend to have less confidence in their-ewn social
abilities than do popular chfldren. They tend to see
themselves as. lacklng control over peer 1nteract10ns,
in general, and are particularly prone to dismiss the
possibility that tbeir own actions could be instrumental
in eliciting positive responses from peers.s These
conclusions are also consistens with the results of

Wheeler and Ladd's (1982) work on social self-efficacy.

conclusxons must nevertheless be stated thh caution. -
The magnitude of relatxonshlps betweé; sociometrxc status

and children' 'S perceptions about &hexr own soc;al abxlxtles

be expected to occur: This poznt is important in that
it corroborates what was learned from the recent studies
on children's perceptxons of their own peer status.

One might predlct that popular children would invariably.

33
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enjoy more posltive self-evaluations than less:popular‘ |
children. Yet} as Hartup (1983) previously concluded,

/

the relatxoy between self-attitudes and soczal acceptance

appears g//be somewhat more complicated than thls.
s

Peer Stayus and Children' s
Affective States

nday - An 8-year-old boy said to be ’
epressed over classmates' accusations that ~ o
/he stole §4 at school was found hanged. by .
/ his own belt on Sunday. The boy's father -
/ told news reporters that his son was
+  depressed over the weekend and didn't want
' to go back-to school. "He said he wasn't

going back because he didn't steal the N e
money," ‘the father reported. "He said the

kids ket pxcking on him." ("Boy ‘Found,"”

1984) '

The study of the affective experxence associated -
Wlth chlldren s peer relatlonshlp represents ‘a virtually
unexplored research dlrection (See Sroufe, Shork, Matti,
Lawroskl, & LaFreniere, 1984). Yet, as the above neus
story so graphically illustrates, the study of emotions
should prove to be extreﬁely informative. In the few
1nvest1gatlons that have been conducted, researchers

have examzned the link between peer Status and the three

. affective variables of anxxety,»depressxon,\and 1one11ness.w

The results of these anestlgatxons are reviewed next.
| Anxxetz. Preliminary descriptions of the affectlve
correlates of peer relatxonship problems have come from

studies of the relation between socxometrlc status and

34
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anxieﬁyf In initial studies ofdthis kiné{ researchers

: disé;Vered that low-status chi‘dren ‘tend tS"experience
greater feelxngs of general anx;ety ‘than do thelr hlgher-
'»Status peers (see Hartup, 1970, for a review). For
/,1nstance, McCandIess, Castaneda, and Palermo- (1956)
obtaxned a sxgnxfxcant negative correlatlon between

peer status and general anxiousness for a samplg of
fourth- lhrough'sixth-grade children.‘ Cowen, Zax, Klein,
Izzo, and Trost (1965) obtaxned similar results in worklng
with a group of third-graders. Such flndxngs appear

to be representatxve of those obtaxned in other qomparable
studles. .

Beyond this early work on the.link between peef
status and children's general -anxiety leyel, researchers
have also taken beginning steps to explore the specific-
anxieties thatééhildren experience with regard to peer
social relations. Buhrmester (1982). recently developed
‘a self-xepért questionnaire which assesses e1ementar§
_school children's anxieties aboué_makiné'and keeping
friends (e.g.;nﬂaow worried do you get about being liked N
'by the kids at school?"). 1In a féllowQup study dsing'
the qﬁestionn&ixg, he obtained a significant-aega;ive
cor;elation'ﬁetween soéial anxiety and Sociometric status.

The children who were least accepted by their classmates

35
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tended to feel the mosE nervous and worried about :heir
own peer relationships. ’

In sum, it appears that anxiety is in fact experienced
to a greater degree by children of low as compared to

high peer status. At the same time, it must be noted

I TR PR T SRt S

th.t even given a rather specific measure of social .

anxzety (Buhrmester, 1982), correlations between anx;ety

PRy

frh,

and sociometric status have remained 1n the low-to-moderate ’ "

" " range, .Thzs fact deserves mention because it underscores
the potential complexity of any relationship that exists
-between children's peer status and their individual ~

affective states.

Depressibn. Depression is another 11ke1y component

1
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of the affectxve experlence underxlying chlldren 8 peer
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relationship problems. In an exploratory study of children's
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overall paterns of emotional'response; Harter and Simovich
(reported in Harter, 1984) asked elementary school children
to describe their emotional reactions to success and

failure within the area of peer social relations. Depression

P PO S S

‘was the children's predominant emotional reaction to

S s

ffailure\;n"peer relations. Of all the children interviewed,
46% said thgt they would respond to serious peer relationship A

problems by feeling sad and depressed.
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+ feelings of lonelzness and social dissattsfactxon as
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‘Given :descriptive evidence such as this, researchers

have not been‘surgrised to find that.depression is

significgntly related to children'svstatus-in the peer

group. Three recent studies have been conducted to

examine the relationship between sociometric status
and depression (Jacobsen et al., 1983; Lefkowitz & Tesiny,
1980 Vosk, Forehand, PArker, & RIckard, 1982), and.

the general findings have all been the Jame., . Namely, 

~low=status elementary school chlldren have been found

to-be significantly more depressed than their higher-
status qlaésmgtes. It thus seems reasonab;e to assume
that depressioﬁ is an important dimension of children's
social adjustment problems, one that should receive -
additional research attention.

Lbneliness.A The most specific information available

with regard to the emotional implications of peer
relat;onshlp problems has come’ from research on children's
1one11ness (Asher et al., 1984; Asher & Wheeler, 1983)

Ashet, Hymel, and Renshaw (1984) recently developed

a selfmreport questionnaire. to study lonelzness and

social dissatisfaction in elementary school children.

of partlcular interest have been differences 1n children' s

- J

a function of the children's sociometric status.

!
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The loneliness questionnaire has been administered
have been classified according to both sociometric rat;ngg
and posxtlve socxometric nominations (Asher et al., N,

1984 Hymel, l983b). "As would be expected, the lower-

status children have reported'significantly‘greater. o

loneliness and social dissatisfaction than their’more'
cccepted peers. ‘What has been 1ntrlguing, however,

is the varxabxlxty that. has occurred within status level
Many of the low-status chxldren have not expressed serzous‘
dissatisfaction with their own peer relatlonshxps.

In: contrast, a number of the popular children have described

themselves- as feeling left out and alone.

In a follow-up study, Asher and Wheeler (1983)

;cubolassified low-status children into rejected and

neglected groups. Thev found that regectedfchildren
were significgntly more lonely than the children in

all other status groups. Neqlected'children; on the
other hand, were no more lonely than children of'average .}.
sociomerric status, and only somewhat more lonely than |
popﬁlar children. These are striking results given

the traditional assumption that all low-status children
are at risk in terms of their social adjustment. Above
all, the data provide eqded evidence of the need to

ECNC
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Qistinguish between rejected and neglected children.

Both groups=of children:lack widespread peer accepténce,'

}et, for some‘feason, only rejécted children tend to“ )

ékpfess a 'strong subjective sense of'social-isolaﬁion.
-maked as é whole, .the results reviewed in this °

sectioh demonstrate that children's social status among

B4

__peers iskgenera;ly~pzedictive~o£~the;child#enlswsnbjactiue

sense of_wéii-being. Children of low peer status ;end
‘to experience ; more negative set: of Self-percepfions
than do children of higher peer status, judéing theméelves
to be relatively incompétent and unsuccessful when it
cqmeqtto socialurelétionships. Low=-status qhildreh
likewise tend to experience more emozional problems
‘than their higher-status peers. In research conducted
to dste, low sociometric ségtus has been found‘to be
associated with a numbgf'of negative affective states,
including anxietj, depression, and lpne;iness. |
Still, it must bé emphasized that these represent
only general trends. Obtained correlations between
péer status and indicators of children'S'subjective"-
sense of well-being, al;hough significant, have been
rather low, and specific exceptions'to the génggal batterns
have been observed. It is precisely these exceptions.

however--the low-status children who are contented and
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the popular children who are not--that document the
lﬁportance of consxderina the chlld's perspectlve on

I
peer Yelatlénshxp problems. It is true that researcners

[N

have .made only prellminary efforts to explore the thoughtss;‘

__.-—‘

i

and feelings that children experlence with regard to o

thelr own peer~re1atlons. Yet, in so dolng,“they haVe

.
L4 ~‘

_offe;ed uha»touea‘chenbm,aetoalw-(@n < pness,o pc ol )«-Fevﬁd-t-o«mm-moovaﬁ _

to as a promlslng agenda” for future peer relations .

reséarch.-

As the content of this.reseerchtegende takes shape,
;everal issues should be given high-prig;ity attention."
First, studies ere needed to examine the subjective -
. outlooks of rejected-versus neglecteo children. Cleerly, ~*
children with such different visible social profiles

would also be egpécted to possess d1fferlng subjective .
perspectives on themselves and their own 5001a1 situatlons.
Consider the evidenoe proV1ded by Asher and Wheeler

(1983). They.disoovered'that whereas Lejeoted'children

are much more 1oneIY'than the rest of their peers, neglected.
chxldren are only somewhat more lonely than average

dg popular children. A conclusion that has since been

drawn from the findings is that rejecteq children are

generally a more at‘risk social status group than neglected

children. Such a conclusion obviously addresses an .

o T R Y T T
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- issue of important practical @cncegn; Nevertheless,

it will remain tencative until further infcrmation is'.~r
%,, ; aveilable to describe tne incidence of psychological

x _adjustment Jproblems (e.g., low selfgresteem, depresszon)

. - in rejected versus neglected children.
g ‘ o Findings to date also leave open J.mportant quest:.ons
'5,; - concerning the role that children s self-percept;ons

b »p- : and emotional states play in contributing to the children's

social problems. It is probable that a poor self-image
S - ‘ and. feelings of emotional distress represent_a cause

.. - as well as a consequence of problematic peer relations;

There is evzdence, for example, that children who lack
confidence in themr own social abllztles tend to exhlblt
little perslstence or flexlbmlzty in the;r attempts
"to-achleve social goals (Goetz & Dweck, 1980; Krasnor,
. 0 _, '~ 1983). 1t has similarly been demonstrated that the .
; T frequent display of negative affect can interfere with
E‘ | ‘a child's effectiveness amc.g peers, no matter how soc;ally
}'& '> skillful the child might be (Sroufe et al., 1984).
By examining the implications_that self-perceptions ’
and emotions have for chiidren's‘overt interaction'patterns.
Aﬁp ) :‘ ' wenmay‘gain key insights .~t: the processes. through
| whicn-childrenis peer proi.i.ws are created and maintained.

hY
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A final issue left to be resolved is why obtalned

cocsrelations between peer status and 1nd;cators of chxldren s
‘subjective sense of well-bezng have not been stronger.

The overall magnxtude of relatzonshxps in thxs area

of research has been relatively low, certainly lower

- than would be expeeteq-giveh traditional assumptions .

regarding the'significance_of childhood peer relations

(see Hartdp. 1983). In order to explzcate the lxnk

between peer Statua and chzldren s sense of w~ll-be1ng, “

it may be necessary to consider the iqfluence of zntervenlngP 
social-cognxtive factors. Peplau and her, assoczates- “

(e.g., Peplau, Mlceli, & Morasch, 1982) have argued

~ that a useful direction would be to consider the' personal

standards, or aspirations, that chzldren have for their
own peer relations. ~According to this point of;view,

researchers should shift their emphasis from the objective

level of children's peer relationships, and consider .

instead the extent to which such.relétionehipe meet the |
children's desired patterns, or aspirations) for peer relations.
A low-status child who has correspendingly low social

aspirations.m@&.ac€hally feel quite c6m£0rtab1e with

,his or her personal circumstances. In contrast, a child

who I8 popular by external'gtandards may nevertheless

have éifficulty maintaining a subjective sense of
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sdtisfaction and security if he or she is driven by )

unrealistically high social aspirations.' These afguments
are appealing. Yet, it remains, for researchers‘to evaluate
their validity. |

Social Intervention Techniques

Even without formal assessments sgch‘as sociometric-
tests or behavioral.observations, parep;; and teach;rs
usually notice, and becomg conéernéd, whed‘children
lack friends in scﬁqbl. Once sparked, their concern
generally turns to the question of why the children -
., are encounterzng dszlcultzes in‘peer- 1nteractzons. ) D

'Underlying this search for an explanation is a W1sh
to obtain_clues as to how they can best help_the children .
~ overcome their social problems. The rééearch literature
on social intervention techniques is expanding steadily.
| Although more wofk is;needed, a number of techniques
have beeh»fqﬁnd to be effective in.femedying children's
peer relationship problems. ?urthermore, these techniques
-abpéar to be ones'ﬁhat.could'be.employed succes§¥uliy
ﬁy practitioners in hnwide varietyhof settings. Tyne
and Fiynn (1979) have shown, for example, that classroom 3
teachers can improve the peef status of dislikeég;tddents
if simply provided with iuggestidns about poss;ble

interventmon techniques!
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fAs menticneh, a key to succeesful intervention is’
/ the/ability'to match the nature of the intervention
- ”to/the specific needs of the children involved. Perhaps J
. the most obvious need of many low=-status children is

the need to learn‘new skills for interacting with peers.

-'Research reviewed earlier (e g., Dodge et al., 1982) '3, -

_indicated that both rejected and neglected children
tend to behaverin ways that limit their acceptance among
peers. Results from additional studies (e g., Richard
ff‘ 4 - & Dodge, l982) suggest. that these maladaptive behaVior
| patterns may stem from a lack of knowledge about effective
interaction st;etegies. In these studies, children
have neen presented with hypothetical’sccial-problems
(e.g., "What if you wanted to make friends with a new

kid in the neighborhood?"), and asked to give their

ideas about how to solve the problems. Lo@-htatus'children
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have typically been able to generate fewer alternative

solutions than.their.higﬁbt-status peers. Their ideas : ?

for dealing with social.problema-have likewise tendec

to be either too vague to be effective, or unnecessarily ."
- negative in tone (Pershaw & Ashler, 1982i. | . .

Based on the evidence that low-status cnildren _

often lack knowledge of how to behave'eocially,‘reeearchers

have attempted to improve the children 8 peer relations

through direct instruction in social skills (Gottman,

‘
[}
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Gonso, & Schuler, 1976 Gresham & Nagle, 1980; Hymel

& Asher, 1977; Ladd, 1981 LaGreca & Santogrossi, 1980,

Oden & Asher, 1977). The basic ;nstructxonal plan followed

‘in these social skill tréin{hg studies has'been threefold.

First, low-status children have been given verbal insiruction

on ways to make their - peer interactions more mutually

' satzsfying and productzve. For example, they have been

taught general guxdelxnes for being cooperatxve and

)

supportlve (e.g., Oden & Asher, 1977), as well as mqre Cp

speclflc techniques for engaging peers in play (e. gw.

' LaGreca & Santogrossi, 1980). - Following such instruction,

the chlldren have been ‘given oppontunztzes to practice

the trained skzlls in either role-play or actual peer

'.group situations. Finally, the chmldren have been'encouraged'

to reflect on their performance in the practice sessions,

;and to consider how their new=found skills could be

used in day-to-day social 1nteractzons.

Taken together, the results of the secial skiil
training studies are qﬁite encouraging. With qnly,two
exceptions (ﬂymei & Asher, 1977; LaGnece & Santogrossi,
1980), the studies have revealed that direct instruction

in social skills is. effective in increasinq low-status

. chxldren 8 acceptance among peers. More importantly,

the beneficial effect of skill training has b?f“ shown
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to be a lasting one, with trained children's level of .
peer acceptance continuing to improve as much as 1 year
following intervention (Qden & Ashef, 1977). The mesgage*
here is thus a cleﬁr one. Children can improve their
social functioniﬁg-if given‘support and guidance from
‘adults. Iniméﬁy cases, the mos£ app;ppriate form ofr
guidancé is~direc€'coaching‘in sqciai interaction concepts.
. While coaching programs may remedy Qeficifs in
‘children's sécial knowledge, ‘there are nevertheless
oﬁheg'iﬁportaht réasons why iow-status children display'”.
maladapéivé social behaviors (Renshaw & Asher, 1982). .
Consider the case of the rejected child. Researchers E
have reporﬁed that rejectéa children freqﬁéntly‘ﬁehave
in a disrupti;e manner during classroom work periods,
and that this behavior pattern contributes to'the'child:en's
peer relationship problems (Dodge et al., 1982). It
is ;f course possible that rejected chiidren behave
disruptively because they do not understand the rules
of classroom social conduct. Yet, it is also plausible
that the children behave disruptivéiy'because they afe
unable to occupy themselves with the assigned academic
tésks..ufhisvlatter explanation fits with Qhat is known
about the academic achievement of low-status children.

Data are available to indicate that rejected children

o
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. do, in fact, tend to experience rather substantial

academic‘problems. Comparable academic.problems have

not been noted among negi;cted child;eﬂ’as a group (e.g.,

Green,.Fdrehanév seck,'a‘Voék,Vlsso; Green et al., 1981).
Recently,ban interventién study'was conducted to

examine the connéction betwe:n’ rejected children's academic

and social problems (Coie & Krehbiel, 1984). The

investigators pt&&ided intensive academic tutoring for

fourth-grade studentstho wereibo§h :éjected by peers.

‘and deficient in basic academig skills. Matched controls

received either %gﬁial‘ékill tra;ning or no intervention

at all., ‘As predicted; the academic tutoring led to

signiﬁicént improvements in the rejected childreﬁ's

social s%atﬁs.~ Surprisingly, though, tﬁé social status
gains produced by the academic tutoring were even st;ongerb'
than thdse prdduced‘ﬁy the social skill training. x§y _
overcoming*tﬁéir academic deficits; the tutored chil@ren ’
were.apparently able Fo increase their on-task wsrk -
behgvior and conduct themselves in a manner that was -

more acceptable to classmates. They were likewise able

to élicit'more positive attention from teachérg,/which
Qndoubtedly helped to fufther‘énhance their reputations

among péérs. Above all, these findings represent a

call. for diversity ig th adults treat-children's.peef

relationship.problems; When such problems co-occur

47
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with Seriouglacademic problems, inteneive ecedemic |
iptervention may be.necessary if the children are to
becomelfully funetioning, and accepted, members of their .
classroom qroups. | |
-The.aim of the intervention techniques described
thus far has been to increase low-status chlldren S
\peey/aéceptance by brlnaing about .improvements in the
ch‘idren 's classroom behavior. ret, is it reasonable
to assume that peer attltudes toward the low-status
/ehxldren,wlll necessarily improve as the children's
behavior iméroves (see Asher, 1983)? Besedﬂpn researeh'
evidence (e.g., Coie et al., 1982) we know that peers
/ tend to maintain rather hegative perceptions of both
rejected and neglected children. It may be difficult
for the low-status children to modify these negative .
‘reputatiOns even éiven the benefits of an.effective .
'social‘skill of academic training program (Putallaz'
1982). N
In line with these concerns, Bierman (1983; Bierman.
& Furman, 1984) has arguéd/that behevioral change may
be hecessary but not sufficient fér fostering peer  acceptance
of low-status children.4 Her work documents the importance
Tof combinlng skill tralnlng thh structured opportunities

for trained chlldren to make their new competencxes

known to peers. Teachers and other practitioners could
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accompllsh thls in a number of ways. Ae has been done
1n successful socxal sk111 tra;nlng studies (e.g., Oden
& Asher, 1977), behavioral change activities could b2
coupled with peer-pairing. ‘The basic plan, here, is

to give low-status children a chance to practice'the ’
new skills they are learning with hlgher-status peer
partners. Once these peer partners recognize. that the
low-status children can be rewarding playr or workmates,
‘their acceptanoevwill hopefully assist the low-status
children: in gaxn;ng entry to a broader segment of the l
'mclassroom peer group (Bxerman & Furman, 1984)

(A related technxque for help;ng low-status children ﬁ
overcome reputagﬁgnalOproblems involveatahe use of
cooperative group'projects. Under this schenme, iow-
status childr-n who are being,tr;lned,in new skills

are also piaced into small work groups with mere popular
classmates. The groups areTthen assigned interesting
tasks (e.g., staging a play) which can only be accomplished
if all group members work together. By imposing a .
cooperatzve_goal, the group projects give the more popular
children a reason to'interact with iow-status'peers

‘whom they previously would have avoided out of habit.

In the process, the popular children often discover

new bases for liking the low-status c¢hildren, and hence

49
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become more willing to integrate them-into other_péef,

group activities (e.gq., Eierman-&,Furman, 1984; Johnebg .
\ /

& Johnson, 1983). . | \

It is certainly true that low-status children who $\
lack friends exhibit.the most salient social problems. \
Receht'work on children'é social self-perceptions has
‘revealed, however, that low peer status may not be the
only approprzate 4indicator of the need for 1ntervent1on
(Blyth, 1983 Dweck, l981) " Indeed, some. low-status
. children apparently remain contented without becoming
part of the classroom social circle. Some popular children,
"By conErast, appear from all outward signs to "have
| it made" socially, but themselves feel uery troubled
and aloae (e. g., Asher et al., 1984). This'potential
varzabzlzty requzres that adults interested in children's
soczal problems stay closely attuned to the subJectlve,”
outlook of each individual child. o

The focus on children' s social self-perceptions
is so new that specific 1nterventions aimed at enhancxng
such self-perceptxons have not yet been developed and
tested (Mexchenbaum et al., in presa). Even without
empzrical documentation, though, thare are several general
strategzes that would seem to be useful in helping chxldren .

maintain a healthy outlook on their own social lives.

First, it seems important for parents and teachers to
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give ch;ldren explicit opportunities to share any peer-

related~concerns they might have. Teachers could do

- this, for example, by giving older children the opportundty«'

to write about’ social topics. The chlldren could write

~about how they feel when a friend gets mad, or they

could describe their probable reactions to being excluded

from classmates' social: actxvxtxes. ‘Puppets could be

used to encourage younger chlldren to.exprees their

thoughts and feeiings about peef—related problensz.

In any case, experience indicates that children will L

<‘often solxcit advice 6n underlylnq sooxal concerns once

1nterest is expressed by a trusted adult.

In tne»same way, it seems important for adults
to carefully monitor the kinds of social expectations

they communicate to children. . Seyeral authors (Riesman,

Glazer, & Denney, 1953; Rubin, 1980) have argued that

adults in our-culture tend to transmit the attitude
that children“ehould be liked by-"ail of ‘the people’
all of the tine." Such an unrealistic ekpedtation,'
howeveiL may leave many children feelzng inadequate
and insecure even after they attazn relatively high
1evels of peer popularity. The appropriate goal for
adults in fostering ohildren's peer relations, then,

is to create options without creating pressures. Children
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with an overly intense desire for peer approval may

. need speczal reznforcement whenever they take action

1ndependent of peers, For these children, the imost

comforting form of adult support could be permission

, hot to try to "please all of the people all of the time."

L

Conclusion

Recent sociometric¢ research nas neen characterazec“
by an increasing diversification.in how investigators
uiew'chiidren's-peer~re1ationship problems. éroéress o

has- been made in sorting out the separate prcblems-that'

are experzenced by rejected versus neglected chzldren.a

Chzldren s self-perceptzons and affectzve states have

11kewzse been‘;ntroduced as important sources for ga1n1ng
insight 1nto children s socral ‘adjustment prqblems.’
With these Advances in descriptive knowledge has come .
’ .new pctential for developing effective social intervention -
nrOgrams.' Thus, even though.the'focus of the chapter
is on problems, the underlying theme is nevertheless
' quite positive. |
Parents and teachers should follow~the lead of |
Vresearchers, and increase their own commmtment to 1dent1fy1ng

4

and helpzng chzldren who might be experlenclng serious

peer relationship problems, The same inquigitive attitude

that has led to productive research in this area should
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also assist parents and teachers in accomplishing their

more practical endeavors. By adopting a broad perspective

and,drawing information from a number of different sources,
‘parents and teachers should be able to identify more
clearly the social needs of individual children, and

to create effective ways to meet those needs.
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